ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
The maiden work of Kaplan (1966) on Contrastive Rhetoric (henceforth CR) some forty-nine years ago was an attempt at solving pedagogical problems related to the ESL/EFL writing discipline. His seminal article, "Cultural thought patterns in intercultural education" serves as the springboard to many of today's contrastive rhetoric studies. This is grounded on the motherhood idea that no two or more languages share exactly identical rhetorical styles (Hinds, 1983) , and the organization of ideas in writing vary from one speech community to another because of cultural differences that take place (Kachru, 1999) . Indeed, results from local and international studies exemplify the fact that although there are similarities, differences are prevalent due to some factors.
To date, CR has branched out interesting studies which are not only related to pedagogical concerns. In fact, this field of inquiry is also in filtrating in the world of discourse analysis, textual types and other genre analysis which continue to attract a great deal of attention among researchers.
Contrastive studies include criminal appeal cases (Brylko, 2002) ; news leads, advice columns, and news stories By (Gustillo, 2002; Laurilla, 2002; Scollon, 2000) ; argumentative essays (Connor,1984) , persuasive essays (Connor & Lauer, 1985) ; introduction sections of textbooks (Kuhi, (Madrunio, 2004) . Moreover, contrastive studies are also taking place in grammatical structures of two languages such as transitional markers (Elahi, & Badeleh, 2013) , request strategies (Han, 2013) , cohesion (Genuino, 2002; Mohamed, & Omer, 2000) , prepositions (Jafair, 2014) , first personal deixis (Su, 2010) , business and technical professions (Woolever, 2001 ), cross-cultural technical communication (Wang, 2008) , including the areas of reading, i.e., reading strategies (Wang, 2011) . These signals are capable of engaging the readers on the formal level of grammar (Heng & Tan, 2010) . Whereas, interactional/interpersonal resources refer to the way the writers explicitly intervene by commenting on and evaluating the material (Thompson, 2001 ). This characterizes the kind of writer-reader interaction that is intended to take place (Hyland & Tse, 2004 ).
On Metadiscourse (MD)
"
Review of Related Literature
Some literature provides interesting metadiscourse studies as regards comparative rhetoric between two or more cultures. These research studies investigated some similarities and differences vis-à-vis these two major metadiscourse features. Comparisons on research articles, theses and dissertations include the Arabic and English abstracts for English research articles in applied linguistics (Alotaibi, 2015) ; the native speakers of English vs. native speakers of Arabic's discussion and conclusion chapter in doctorate theses (Alshahrani, 2015) ; the Iranian writers in medical journals (Ghadyani & Tahririan, 2015) ; the introduction section of research articles by both native 
On Metadiscourse Vis-à-vis Some Factors
Understandably, many of the MD studies, that is, contrastive rhetoric studies reveal similarities and differences. This is due to the interplay between and among multi-level analysis systems, the combination of linguistic, cultural, educational, psycholinguistic, sociolinguistic perspectives (Connor, 1984; Halliday, 1994) , political factors, including the discourse community who reads and interact with the texts-all constitute the context of writing (Matsuda, 1997) .
For example, in the discipline of applied linguistics and medicine, the least frequently used interpersonal resources were attitude markers and self-mentions (Behnam & Roohi, 2012) . By and large, the use of textual and interpersonal metadiscourse markers in dissertations was more prevalent among the native English writers than that of the Iranian writers (Behnam & Roohi, 2012) . Alshahrani (2015) maintains that the differences occur between soft (e.g. linguistics) and hard disciplines (e.g. engineering). Yagiz and Demir (2015) argue that assertiveness among Anglophonic writers is due to their competencies of the language which they own. Zhu and Gocheco's study (2014) pointed out that American writers established a stronger writer-reader interaction with the use of these MD resources. Chinese's dominant use of hedges is due to the fact that, they are polite as influenced by the Confucian thought. This echoes Mohamed and Omer's (2000) assertion that the English have the propensity to be writerresponsible.
There is an obvious significant difference in the use of transitional markers in the articles between native and nonnative writers of English. The difference is due to the fact that, Persian writers using English language lacks the mastery of norms and conventions with regard to academic writing genres (Elahi & Badeleh, 2013) . In another study, Iranian journalists in their news articles about the 9/11 attack did not employ self-mentions and engagement markers. Iranian news articles on 9/11 behave conservatively due to the political and religious nature of the 9/11 event, thus, the propensity toward writerresponsibility (Yazdani, 2014) . Lastly, their trainings inform them of the use of the third person pronoun, and the passive structure to do away with self-mentions.
Despite this vibrant contrastive enterprise, the scope has not been elaborated in other distinct genres. Books serve as an indispensable students' partner in their academic pursuit. There are many universities in the Philippines that require students of some main reference textbooks. In a book, there is a preface that is used by a writer to produce a highly effective preliminary statement or essay introducing its scope, intention, or background. Thus, it is expected that a book preface is deemed to be rhetorical which is likely to employ the categories of metadiscourse under study. It can be surmised that no study, to the knowledge of the authors, has deliberately explored the genre of a book preface. As Laurilla (2002) posits, there is more to contrast other than texts from the academic writing, thus this study.
There is a felt need to investigate this genre especially that many Filipino book writers and authors are blossoming in the advent of the newest K to 12 Curriculum. The results of this present study may be used by the curriculum writers and book authors in order to enhance the rhetorical moves they employ in their book prefaces. Publishing houses and policy makers especially in the curriculum division may also benefit from this study as they continue to educate many writers of the different rhetorical moves, preface in this study. Most especially, the study offers pedagogical concerns in an ESL classroom in order to educate the students of the metadiscourse features prevalent in this genre.
Objectives of the Paper
This paper aims at contrasting the presence of RESEARCH PAPERS metadiscourse resources in the book prefaces of Filipino and English authors. It especially sought to see the similarities and differences of interactive and interactional resources between two groups of writers.
Theoretical Framework
It is worth mentioning that the constructs of metadiscourse are found to be varied, but interrelated from one another.
Although the first systematic attempt of metadiscourse was 
Interactional Resources
Interactional refers to the way the writer explicitly intervenes by commenting on and evaluating the material 
Specifics on the Sub-Categories of Interactive Resources
As regards interactive resources, they contain subcategories worth mentioning. For example, while evidentials take either in the form of integral or non-integral citation, endophoric markers take either linearly or nonlinearly. Lastly, code glosses have two types that include reformulation and exemplification. Reformulation can be in forms of expansions or reductions. Table 2 illustrates the sub-categories interative resources.
Also, the taxonomy of Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech & Svartvik (1985) was also used to classify the lexical items and phrases under boosters in the model of Hyland & Tse (2004) as presented in Table 3 .
Lastly, another taxonomy was used in order to fully classify potential markers under two major MD resources as shown in Table 4 .
Methodology

The Corpus
The basis of this study was on book prefaces by 15 Filipino authors and 15 English authors, a mix of single and multiple authors: one author (7), two authors (7), and five authors (1) from the Filipino group; and one author (10), two authors Alshahrani, 2015) , and because of the dearth of language books, as aforementioned. Thus, the corpora from the language area qualify the methods of comparability (Kachru, 1999) .
Almost all of the Filipino authors are known to have good reputation as book authors in the tertiary level. With regard to the English corpora, they were either American or British native writers of English. It is assumed, based on the some literature, that they share the same rhetorical pattern, described by Kaplan (1966) as linear.
Procedure
All book prefaces from two groups of writers were encoded using Microsoft Word. After data collection, the corpora were analyzed using the following steps: identifying, classifying, and interpreting (Hyland & Tse, 2004) . To increase the validity of results, three raters who hold PhD in Applied Linguistics degree were asked to identify the words/phrases and their functions. They were given all the frameworks to be checked against the potential markers.
All instances were examined based on the context in the text to ensure that, the identified words or phrases belonged to the exact category under study.
After all, the raters successfully extracted these features, a conference was held. This was to discuss some words or phrases with duplicity of functions, and to ensure that each specified lexical item or phrase actually behaved accordingly. A discussion was held to resolve cases of disagreement between and among inter-raters. Using
Cronbach's Alpha, the inter-coder agreement reached high reliability.
Some studies on MD calculate the frequency of the features under study per 1,000 words. Due to the nature of the book preface, that is, the limited number of paragraphs, the researchers agreed not to employ this methodology. Instead, direct manual frequency counting was employed, which does not really affect the validity of the results (Yazdani, 2014). (Table 8) 
Results and Discussion
Similarities and Differences of Metadiscourse Features
Interactive Metadiscourse (MD) Resources
RESEARCH PAPERS
Although, a book preface is different from research articles.
Lastly, Table 9 while the English group of writers has a total hits of 572. Table 10 shows a separate ranking of markers based on cultures. Results show a consistent order of specific markers in both cultures. Boosters tops the ranking which is much higher compared to the other types of markers. Self mentions, engagement markers, hedges, and attitude markers followed the ranking. Chinese writers were seen to be reluctant to use self- Lastly, Table 13 shows in what culture are interactive resources more prevalent in the sample book prefaces.
Interactional Metadiscourse (MD) Resources
English authors remain consistent in the number of use across five specific markers under interactional resources,
RESEARCH PAPERS
considered twice higher than their Filipino counterparts.
Metadiscourse provides us with strong idea of how academic writers involve their readers through their convincing propositions and coherent texts (Hyland & Tse, 2004 ). The table demonstrates that the American writers are more interactional than the Filipino authors. Table 14 presents the overall performance of MD resources when two cultures are combined. Other studies on different genres supported accordingly.
Overall Performance of Two Major MD Resources in both Cultures
Both English and Arabic writers of research abstracts used more interactive than interactional markers (Alotaibi, 2015) .
In summary, interactional resources are much higher than interactive resources when applied in a book preface. Thompson, 2001 ) and appraisal (Martin, 2001 ). This accounts for reader's knowledge, textual experiences, and processing needs. While the former organizes the discourse, the latter is capable of modifying and highlighting the aspects of the texts, including the writer's attitude (Hyland & Tse, 2004) . In this study, book authors adhere to the idea that a book preface is where they can build good rapport and real connection with the interested 
On Two Major MD Resources
Both cultures employ more interactional MD resources, twice higher than the interactive MD resources. While the interactive MD resources organize the discourse, the interactional resources modify and highlight the aspects of the texts, including the writer's attitude (Hyland & Tse, 2004) .
The findings of this study show that, interactional resources are more important than interactive resources for a book preface. A book preface that is intended for the interested and expected audience needs to be more interactional than interactive.
On Cultural Differences
English authors use more MD resources twice as the Filipino authors. It may imply that, Filipino authors need to be more sophisticated in their foreword of their books. As seen, Filipinos are economical, that is, with limited number of paragraphs in their prefaces. In a nutshell, the differences are due to some cultural orientations of humility vs. selfaccolade.
Although the study is considered small-scale, the results
RESEARCH PAPERS
may initially confirm that, the employment of some metadiscourse markers is heavily regulated by two important factors: the culture and writing conventions that a genre belongs. Genres in writing are produced based on their communicative purposes, plus the conventions of the discourse community that the genre is intended for, thus the expected differences on rhetorical patterns and writerreader connection. In short, the production of distinct written genres is purely discipline-based and discourse community-based. 
Recommendations
This present study has a number of caveats to consider for the future studies. First, the corpora were not uniform in terms of the distribution of the publishing houses they were published, and the uniformity of the number of authors per culture. Second is the number of corpus from each group.
Future studies of a large corpus is imperative in order to subject the results to Chi-square. This helps us see the significant differences of the metadiscourse categories employed by the groups of writers. A larger corpus is also needed in order to avoid a hazy generalization as regards the MD resources presented in the results. It is hoped that, future studies address the limitations of the study aforementioned in order to provide much more reliable results.
It might also look plausible if teachers introduce MD to the students. Recent studies point out an improved reading comprehension among students (Tavakoli, 2010) , and improved speaking abilities of the students (Ahour & Maleki, 2014) when MD was explicitly taught. It is time the teachers incorporated the rhetorical domains of texts and speech in
